In this interview, we closely encounter to one of the most important contemporary Filipino philosophers who started to pick up the pieces of what he dubbed as "elements of Filipino philosophy." The interviewers highlight the intellectual biography of Leonardo Mercado beginning from his childhood in Cebu, his seminary formation, his transfer to the University of Santo Tomas, the context of his venturing into Filipino philosophy, and his estimation concerning the status of Filipino philosophy that he pioneered. Additionally, Mercado's thought-provoking comments and reactions concerning the insights of other scholars who reflect on Filipino philosophy are also presented.
Mejaro: So, you are sure that it will create something different?
Mercado: I was just doing what I thought was correct.
De Leon: Can we say that your dissertation is a sort of "revolt" against the system during that time?
Mercado: Pwede nga 'yan (You can say so). In fact, if you ask during that time: "Meron bang Filipino philosophy?" ("Is there a Filipino philosophy?"), that was a very big question back then. Even our professors did not know Filipino philosophy. For them, there is only one philosophy.
Mejaro: Did you feel the necessity of posing that question during that time? Some scholars would say we don't need to pose this question. We should just do philosophy. For me, I see the need of posing this question to reassess where we are.
Mercado:
Actually, I had a German teacher before saying that there is only one kind of philosophy-scholastic philosophy. Indian philosophy is not philosophy [according to him]; that kind of mindset that only Greeks can do philosophy and scholasticism was the only philosophy.
Mejaro:
Meaning, there was a necessity of asking that question. (Everybody has his own idea concerning Filipino philosophy). I think, pluralism is good, but my suggestion is that we must come together and stick to one topic. People write but there is no common theme-sabog-sabog (no common theme)! There is no common question! We do not talk to each other concerning our methodology. We should also stick to one topic, so that we can compare notes. Because, somebody said, "Kung walang written philosophy, walang philosophy" ("If there is no written philosophy, then there is no philosophy"). Parang sinasabi na kung walang nakasulat, ibig sabihin ay wala na agad pilosopiya (They seem to suggest that an absence of written material necessarily implies absence of philosophy). I don't agree with that.
Mercado: Yeah.

On the Status of Filipino Philosophy
For example, there is a group of Aborigines in Australia [whose] grammar is not written in textbook. But, they speak their own language. Ibig sabihin ba na kung walang nakasulat na grammar, wala na ring grammar ang mga tao? Hindi! (Does the absence of a written grammar necessarily mean that people do not have grammar? I don't think so!). Grammar is how you use the language. It is the language being spoken. So, the people speak the language, ang problema lamang ay walang written grammar (the only problem is that their grammar is not written in books). So, how do you make a written grammar? From the usage, you can infer the rules of grammar; that's the same thing in Filipino philosophy.
But, there are so many ideas. Okay, let's stick with one theme. In one event, we talk about "philosophy of man." In another event, we talk about "philosophy of knowledge" so we can compare notes. We can be acquainted with the project of each other. Kanya-kanya kasi tayo ng scope (Everybody has his own personal philosophical scope). I agree with the importance of pluralism, but let's stick to one theme. That challenge remains a challenge.
De Leon: What you just said has something to do with methodology. We can say that you designed your own methodology, that is, inference from language structures and from words. What influenced the formation of your own methodology?
Mercado: When I was in a vacation in Italy, I asked some Linguistic scholars and they showed me some references. I fused the method of linguistics (as a science) and philosophy of language.
Mejaro: Father, why do we need to start from language? It seems that from your very first book it is also deliberate. Mejaro: So, Father, can we also say that we should also invite ambiguity in language because it's also necessary?
Mercado:
No. What I was saying is that the language contained philosophy. Nandoon na [sa wika ang pilosopiya]. (Philosophy is an element of language). You simply explicate it. Again, the analogy of unwritten grammar that I mentioned a while ago. The rules of grammar must be inferred from the existing practices. If you talk about Filipino worldview, behavior, and so forth, nandoon ang mga 'yan [sa mga tao] (people embody their lifeworld). But, how do you make them explicit? That's another question. These are the methods that I found useful. If you find other useful methods, okay then, show it to me! De Leon: So, the method should not be an "original" one?
Mercado: Not necessarily.
De Leon: Another comment that Pada posed is that your idea of Filipino philosophy is ahistorical. Meaning, "it neglects that significant influence of colonial forces that have shaped and affected the Filipino behavior." 9 He pointed out the absence of Spanish and American influences in your study of Filipino volkgeist. How will you comment, Father?
Mercado: For example, I talked about "kalooban" based on the language and behavior of the people. There you infer philosophy. What is "ahistorical" in that method, 'di ba? (is it?) The language exists. In other words, the language is historical. I used the tool of inferring from the existing or historical language of the people. Then, what is "ahistorical" in my method? I don't understand that.
De Leon: Maybe Pada was pointing out that the "Filipino" is a by-product of different influences.
Mercado: I agree with that. But, the question is 'yung "Filipino" ba ngayon ay iba sa "Filipino" noong araw? Pareho ba o hindi? (Is today's concept of being
